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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the office action from 4/21/2008, the applicant has submitted a Request for 
Continued Examination, filed 8/1 1/2008, amending independent claims 34, 35, 38, 41 while 
adding new claims 42-43 and alleging that the prior art does not teach the limitation regarding 
searching within a prompt class and the other amended limitations (Amendment, Pages 13-14). 
The applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are moot with respect to the new 
grounds of rejection in view of Wolf (U.S. Patent: 5, 771,276). 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 34-37 and 39 are objected to because of the following informalities :\ 

Claim 34 recites a "prompt audio object configured to" perform a certain function. It is 
unclear whether this function is required to be performed because it is not positively claimed 
(i.e., —a prompt audio object to--). This following function will be considered to be performed 
for the application of the prior art of record. 

Claims 34 and 35 recite prompt classes/mapping configurations "operable to" perform a 
function. It is unclear whether this function is required to be performed because it is not 
positively claimed, only "operable to". This following function will be considered to be 
performed for the application of the prior art of record. 



Application/Control Number: 09/933,956 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2626 

Claim 39 recites instructions "operable to" perform a function. It is unclear whether this 
function is required to be performed because it is not positively claimed, only "operable to". 
This following function will be considered to be performed for the application of the prior art of 
record. 

Dependent claims 36-37 fail to overcome the preceding claim objections, and thus, are 
also objected to by virtue of their dependency. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 38-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claims 38 and 41 recite "A computer readable medium for enabling a voice browser. . ." 
to perform various functions. It is not clear how a medium itself would be for performing such 
functions. Rather it would be a computer program which when executed by a computer that 
performs these functions (i.e., "for enabling. . ."). Thus, it is recommended that these claims 
should be amended accordingly. The claims will also be considered in this manner for the 
application of the prior art of record. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 



5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 35-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. Claim 35 and its dependent claims refer to a "computer- 
implemented" method. Such a process does not involve the transformation of a matter of one 
state to another or tie into another statutory class (i.e., the voice browser is nothing more than a 
software module and no other physical hardware element is relied on in the claim, Specification, 
Page 9) and is understood to be nothing more than a claimed program without a relation to 
hardware. Thus, claims 35-37 represent a non-statutory process. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 34-35, 37-38, and 40-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ladd et al (U.S. Patent: 6,269,336) in view of Uppaluru (U.S. Patent: 



5,915,001) and further in view of Wolf (U.S. Patent: 5, 771,276). 
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With respect to Claim 34, Ladd discloses: 

A database referencing a plurality of audio segments, each audio segment of the plurality 
associated with an identifier that uniquely identifies that audio segment (TTS audio file database, 
each audio file having a unique identifier, Col. 10, Line 58- Col. 11, Line 11; Col. 18, Lines 33- 
44, and Col. 29, Lines 36-57); 

A prompt mapping configuration comprising a plurality of prompt classes, text strings, 
and a one-to-one association between each text string and a corresponding audio segment 
identifier (mapping of prompts for various classes and text strings, wherein there is a one-to-one 
association between the audio prompt files and the text strings, Col. 18, Lines 33-44; Col. 29, 
Lines 36-57); 

A prompt audio object is configured to use the contextual information from the voice 
browser to determine a prompt class to match a text string form the document received by the 
voice browser to an audio file (browser context or state is utilized in determining which prompt, 
corresponding to a text string, is to be played, Col. 10, Lines 13-21; Col. 16, Lines 41-57; Col. 
18, Lines 12-32; Col. 18, Lines 33-44; and Col. 29, Lines 36-57), wherein the match, through the 
association of text string occurrences to audio segment identifiers results in identification of an 
audio segment identifier associated with the text string occurrence, and to cause rendering of an 
audio segment, referenced in the database, that is identified by the audio segment identifier 
(generating specific audio prompts based on XML mapping and user voice browser inputs, Col. 
10, Line 58- Col. 11, Line 11; Col. 17, Line 61- Col. 18, Line 44; Col. 37, Line 8- Col. 40, Line 
24; Col. 29, Lines 36-57). 
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Although Ladd teaches a voice browser system that is capable of generating an audio 
prompt based on a voice browser user input context for a plurality of the contexts (Col. 2, Lines 
48-58; and Col. 18, Lines 56-65) and utilizes a prompt mapping configuration, Ladd does not 
explicitly teach a prompt mapping configuration having a plurality of occurrences of the same 
text strings, wherein each of the occurrences of each text string are associated with a prompt 
class and corresponding audio segment identifier (i.e., one-to-one association), which is different 
from the other occurrences of that text string. Uppaluru, however, discloses such a mapping 
configuration. Uppaluru discloses that instances of the same numerical text sequence or 
character text sequence are mapped to different individual audio prompts based on a context for 
searching for a particular prompt label within a class (same numerical text spoken differently as 
money, decimal, date, etc. and same character text spoken differently as a word or spoken 
sequence of characters in various contexts, Col. 8, Lines 11-25; and Col. 22, Line 32- Col. 23). 

Ladd and Uppaluru are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor in 
voice-enabled browsers. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Ladd with the further prompt mapping 
scheme taught by Uppaluru in order to provide a further means of specifying how audio data 
should be presented to a user (Uppaluru, Col. 8, Lines 11-13). 

Although Ladd in view of Uppaluru teach a system for locating and playing audio 
prompts for similar text strings associated with a plurality of different classes, Ladd in view of 
Uppaluru does not explicitly teach that a matching process is performed between the document 
text and an audio segment identifier. Wolf, however, recites a means for matching text strings 
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with corresponding text string representations of prerecorded audio prompts stored in a database 
(Col. 6, Lines 15-41). 

Ladd, Uppaluru, and Wolf are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in interactive voice response systems. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Ladd in view of 
Uppaluru with the prompt searching means taught by Wolf in order to provide text identifiers 
that directly relate to audio prompt files that enable efficient prompt management and do not 
require attachment of the prompt to the application (Wolf, Col. 1, Line 62- Col. 2, Line 4). 

Claim 35 recites a method performed by the system recited in claim 34, which is taught 
above by the combination of Ladd, Uppaluru, and Wolf, and as such, is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

With respect to Claim 37, Ladd further discloses: 

The association of audio segment identifiers with the reference text strings is specified in 
a markup language (prompt is associated with an identifier in VoiceHTML, Col. 18, Lines 33-44; 
and Col. 29, Lines 36-57). 

Claim 38 contains subject matter similar in scope to claim 35, and thus, is rejected under 
similar rationale. Also, Ladd discloses method implementation as a program stored on a 
computer readable medium (Col. 6, Line 65- Col. 7, Line 17). 

Claim 40 contains subject matter similar in scope to claim 37, and thus, is rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 41 contains subject matter similar in scope to claim 38, and thus, is rejected under 
similar rationale. Also, Ladd additionally teaches various browser contexts (Col. 2, Lines 48-58; 
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Col. 18, Lines 12-65), while Uppaluru discloses the multiple prompt classes (Co/. 8, Lines 11- 
25; and Col. 22, Line 32- Col. 23). 

Claim 42 contains subject matter similar in scope to claims 34 and 38, and thus, is 
rejected under similar rationale. Also, Ladd additionally teaches method implementation using a 
computer processor (Col. 6, Line 65- Col. 7, Line 17) that would inherently require some type of 
instruction memory to enable instruction storage. 

With respect to Claim 43, Ladd further discloses a VoiceHTML document {Col. 18, 
Lines 33-44; and Col. 29, Lines 36-5; Col. 12, Lines 25-27). 

9. Claims 36 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ladd 
et al in view of Uppaluru in view of Wolf and further in view of Saylor et al (U.S. Patent: 
6,501,832). 

With respect to Claim 36, Ladd in view of Uppaluru and further in view of Wolf 
discloses the method for context-based audio prompts in a voice browser, as applied to Claim 35. 
Ladd in view of Uppaluru and further in view of Wolf does not specifically suggest additionally 
selecting an audio advertisement to render based on contextual information, however, Saylor 
discloses voice advertisement elements indexed to a particular pertinent voice page context (Col. 
14, Lines 46-62; Col. 18, Lines 46-65; Col. 27, Lines 33-56; Col. 36, Line 48- Col. 37, Line 3; 
and example of indexed voice ad, Col. 38, Line 33- Col. 39, Line 12). 

Ladd, Uppaluru, Wolf and Saylor are analogous art because they are from a similar field 
of endeavor in interactive voice response systems. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Ladd in view of 
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Uppaluru and further in view of Wolf with the voice ads taught by Saylor in order to provide a 
means for revenue generation for voice page providers (Saylor, Col. 7, Lines 19-24). 

Claim 39 contains subject matter similar to claim 36, and thus, is rejected under similar 
rationale. 



Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: See PTO-892. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James S. Wozniak whose telephone number is (571) 272-7632. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th, 7:30-5:00, F, 7:30-4, Off Alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached at (571) 272-7603. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/James S. Wozniak/ 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



